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This study represents the views of the author and does
not necessarily reflect the official opinion of the Air War
College or the Department of the Air Ferce. In accordance
with Alr Force Regulation 110-8, it is not copyrighted but

is the zroperty of the United States government.
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

TITLE: The Impact of the Officer Evaluation System

AUTHOR: John T. Manclark, Lieutenant Colonel, USAF

|

A survey of offficers attending Squadron Officer
School, Air Command and Staff College., and Air War College
during Academic year 1989 was conducted. An analysis of

the perceptions and attitudes of the 523 respondents
indicates that the Offilcer Evaluat!on System has been well
recelved and has caused very little impact on the morale
and career agspirations of the officer ccrps.
Recommendations on how to improve the O0Officer Evaluation

System are provided. . - ’ R R

> -1 Cag

Loan copies of this document ma§ be obtained through
the interlibrary loan desk of Air University Library, Max-
well Air Force Base, Alabama 36112-5564 (Telephone: 205
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCT i ON

Statement of the Problem

The United States Alr Force's reviged Officer Evaluation
System {3 the performance appraisal system for the Officer
Corps. The 0ES is used for motivation, promotion, assign-
ments, and reductlion in force. This study will analyze the
USAF QOfticer Corps’ perceptions and acceptance of the new
OES, and compare these results with previous perceptions and
attitudes of a quota system and make appropriate recommenda-

tionsg.

Background

In August 1988, the United States Air Force (USAF) in-
troduced a new Officer Evaluation System (0OES). General
Larry D. Welch stated that the officer corps was uncomfort-
able with the current OER and that a new evaluation system

was 8a necessity. Prior to the August 1988 implementation




date, the USAF conducted an extensive program which involved
numerous press releases and briefings in addition to a formal
education program. The goai of this program was to minim{ze
any adverse impact of the new OES on the attitudes and asapi-
rations of the USAF Officer Corps. The new 0ES contains a
quota system that iec used to eliminate the inflationary
trends that have inflicted all our previous rating systems.
The last quota system ut{ilized by the USAF was eliminated in
the fall of 1978 due to the officer corps’ unhappiness with
the basic quota system.

The CES quota system is applied to Promotion Recommenda-

tions and is controlled by the Senior Rater who is the Wing

Commander or his equivalent. An officer who is eligible for
promotion in the primary zone or above the zone will recelive
a promotion recommendatiaon. There are three possible promo-

tion recommendations:
Do Not Promote
Promote
Definitely Promote
The Definitely Promote recommendations are limited by

the following percentages:

FPromotion to Definitely Promote Allocation
Captain 90%
Major 65%
Lt Coionel 45%

Colonel 25%
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Promotion recommendations are also utilized for
below~-the-zone promotiaons. A promotion recommendation will
only be given to those officers who are gselected to receive a
"Definitely Promote"” recommendation. The Lefinitely Promote
recommendations for promotion below-the-zone are limited by

the following percentages:

Promotion to Definitely Promote Allocation
Captain N/A
Major 10%
Lt Colone!l 10%
Colonel 15%
Objective

The objective of thisgs study is to analyze the USAF 0Of-
ficer Corps’ and acceptance of the new 0ES, including the
historically controversial quota system, and ccmpare the re-
sults with the perceptions and attitudes that led to the
elimination of our lagst quota system, and make appropriate

recommendations.

Approach to the Problem

A volunteer questionnaire was distributed to USAF Offic-

ers attending tbe Professional Military Education (PME)
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programs in residence at Maxwell AFB, Alabama. The questions
were designed to measure the attitudes and perceptions the
Officer Corps has towards the O0ES. The questions and
analysis, when possible, vere modeled after the Air Command
and Staff study "Impact of the New OER System-1977" to aid {n
obtaining a comparison in officer attitudes to those atti-
tudes and perceptions that forced the elimination of our last
quota system. An analysic of ¢ roonses and a comparison

were completed and recommendati ur rmulated.

Limitations

The study was limited to officers attending PME in

residence. These offlcers, in particular those officers at-

tending ACSC and AWC, have been screened by a competitive

process and their records do not, in all cases, reflect a
cross-section of the USAF. In addition, the officers® per-
ceptions and attitudes on the OES are a result of a iimited

exposure to the GES and are subject to change as their expo-
sure. Although the factors are significant, they are not
considered a major limitation in measuring the Officer Corps’

current perception and attitudes cn the OES.

Significance of the Work

Any performance rating of an iIndividual is a wvery




emotional 2nd controversial subject to the ratee. The sig-
nificance of the 0ES cannot be underestimated for it is a key
factor in motivation, promotion, assignments and reduction in
force. How the officer corps views the OES and the fairness
of the &evaluation sy3tem has an impact on the ({individuals
performance, motivation, career aspirations, and ultimately
on mission accomplishment. Although the majority of the of-
ficers surveyed have not been rated under the 0OES, their cur-
rent attitudes and perceptions in addition to their precon-
ceived opinions, are important indicators that can be useful
in predicting the need for change {n addition to predicting

the future of the 0ES.



CHAPTER 11

Survey Questionnaire

The purpose of this chapter i3 to provide background in-
formation on the survey questionnaire including the formula-
tion of the survey questions, the approval authority, the
processing of the survey and the analysis of the data. A
Copy of the questionnafire is included i{n Appendix A.

The survey questionnaire was modeled after the questions
utilized in the Air Com _nd and Staff study "Impact of the
New GOER System-1877." The same questionsg, when possible,
were used to alid in an overall comparisons of officer’'s at-
titudes and perceptions. Questions that were unique to the
controlled OER were deleted and some questions that are
unique to the new O0ES were added.

The Qquestionnaire contains a total of 47 questions.
There ere nine questions designed to obtain demographic data
and 38 questions designed to obtain information on the at-
titudes and perceptions the officers have on the O0ES. The
questionraire also offered the officers the opportunity to
express any written comments that they felt were pertinent to
the subject.

The questionnaire was reviewed by AWC/XPX and approved




by AU/XPZ and was agssigned Air University Control Number

89-05. The review and approval process were aimed
minimizing biag in the gquestionnaire. The questionnaire
composed of three separate sgsections: Data items, Demogra
data, and comments. Questions contained in the data
section required an answer of agree, neutral or disag
Although this limited the possible choices It was essen
in the correlation of data to the earlier study. The q
tions centained in section 2, demographic data, were sele
to provide categories of response to aide In the evalua
process. Section 3 of the questionnaire was provided to
tain any response the cfficer felt pertinent and {t also
quested comments on the areas the individual liked best
least about the OES.

The survey was administered in mid- December 1988.
following details the response

Survey Response

Schooll % Surveyed # Response % of Total
Surveyed
s0S 400 332 83%
ACSC 200 85 42%
AWC 13% 106 768%
Al) 735 523 T1%

The answers to the questionnaire were recorded on an

University Form 4 and analyzed by the Air Universaity
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Automation office. Written comments were recorded and
analyzed separately. The overall response rate was consid-
ered to be acceptable. There is no apparent explanation why

the response rate at ACSC was low when compared to the other

two schools.




CHAPTER 111

Demographic Data

This chapter will present the demographic information on
the officer population surveyed. Some of this data will be
used later {n the analysis of responses. A total of 523 of-

ficers completed the questionnaire.

CURRENT GRADE

% Lt % Capt % Maj % Lt Col % Col
sos .5 98.5
ACSC 100.0
AWC 84.0 16.0
All 63.0 17.0 17.0 3.0

This data 1{indicates that the major input of data was

made by captains assigned to SO0S.

YEARS IN GRADE

1 or less z 3 4 S or greater
S0S 30% 40% 15% 4% 11%
ACSC 17% 49% 34%
AWC 20% 19% 30% 28% 3%
All 26% 37% 21% 7% 0%

As expected, almost 3/4 of the S0S students had less




than three years in thelr current grade.

TOTAL ACTIVE FEDERAL COMMISSIONED SERVICE DATE (TAFCSD)

83-87 78-82 73-77 68-72 67 or earlier
Sas 55% 41% 4% )
ACEC 5% 92% 3%
AWC 7% 86% 7%
All 35% 27% 18% 18% 2%

This chart provides data on the commissioned service
date of the officers and indicates that over 60% of the of-

ficers have less than 10 years commissioned service.

AERONAUTICAL RATING

Pilot Navigator Non-Rated
508 26% 15% 59%
ACSC 32% 19% 49%
AWC 49% 10% 41%

Al 32% 14% 54%




HIGHEST LEVEL OF AS3IGNMENT HELD

Sq Wing NAF MAJCOM HQ USAF
S0S  45% 37% 4% 11% 3%
ACSC 5% 15% 15% 40% 25%
AuC 1% 5% 10% 38% 46%
All 39% 27% 7% 21% 15%

The above data indicates the highest level of assignment
held by the S0S students has generally been limited to base
level experience while 60% of the ACSC students have served
at MAJCOM or higher. Almost 50% of the AWC students have
served at HQ USAF. It 18 interesting to note that in the
1977 OER study only 48% of the ACSC had served at MAJCOM or

higher and only 3i1% of the AWC students had served a HQ USAF

level.
MOST RECENT OER CLOSEOUT LEVEL
Col B Gen M Gen Lt Gen Gen
s0s 64% 23% 11% 2%
ACSC 4% 2% 46% 40% 8%
AWC 3% 3% 10% 65% 19%
All 42% 15% 16% 21% 6%

This chart reflects the level of endorsement the respon-
dents received on their last OER. Nine out of ten ACSC stu-
dents have received a two-star endorsement while eight out of
ten AWC sludents received a three-star or higher endorsement

on their last OER.
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YEARS EXPERIENCE AS A RATING OR REVIEWING

OFFICIAL ON OERs

0-2 3-4 5-6 7-8 S or greater
sos 89% 9% 2%
ACSC 46% 22% 16% 9% 7%
AVWC 9% 12% 14% 8% 57%
All 66% 12% 6% 3% 13%
In addition to being asked demographic data, the

students were asked two questions concerning thelr perceived

knowledge of the OES and their source of information.

YOUR ESTIMATE OF YOUR KNOWLEDGE OF THE NEW OES.

VERY DETAILED DETAILED GENERAL UNINFORMED
S0Ss 2% 27% 67% 4%
ACSC 4% 39% 56% 1%
AWC 7% 34% 59% 0%
ALL 3% 31% 63% 3%

These results indicate that a large percentage of the
students percelive their knowledge of the OES ranges from a

general understanding to a detalled understanding.




YOUR PRIMARY SOURCE OQF INFORMATiIiON ON THE OES.

FORMAL NEWS TRAINING

BRIEFINGS ARTICLES CLASSES
508 69% 13% 18%
ACSC 92% 2% 6%
AWC 74% 0% 26%
ALL 74% 8% 18%

The primary source of the students knowledge of the new

O0ES was the formal briefings ceconducted by the MAJCOMs.

In summary, the demographic data indicates a broad range
of experlence with over 60% of the respondents having less
than 10 years commissioned service and less than two years
experience as a rating or reviewing officer. This completes
the chapter on demographic data, The next chapter will

present the survey results.
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CHAPTER 1V

This chapter will present the resuits of the survey and

compare, when possible, these results to the results of

sub-groups

attitudes

survey. The questions have been separated into
to assist in the analysis of the officer corps’

and perceptions. These sub-groups are: general

characteristics, falrness, career aspirations, performance

and motivation, and competition and cooperation,

survey results wil!l be presented in three separate

categories.

First, the results will be presented by school,

the results will be presented by the respondents last

endorsement level and finally the results wil]l be pre-

sented by the respondents aeronautical rating.

14




GENERAL CHARACTERISTICS

QUESTION: THE NEW OES IS HERE TO STAY.

SCHO
X AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0S 39 46 15
ACSC 27 40 a3 )
AMWC 43 33 24
ALL 38 42 20

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 38 47 15
BRIG GENERAL 45 44 11
MAJ GENERAL 3¢ 41 28
LT GENERAL 40 36 24
GENERAL 39 25 36

AERONAUTICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 42 40 i8
NAVIGATOR 33 44 23
NON RATED a8 43 19

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION: THE NEW OER IS HERE TO STAY.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % D!SAGREE
s0s 54 27 19
ACSC S5 23 22
AVWC €4 24 20

ALL 56 24 20

—
[¥)




These resuits indicate that only 4 out of 10 officers
believe the new OES is here to stay with an almost equal
rumber choosing the neutral reply. This certainly indicates
a Jlarge number of the officers are willing to wait and see
and at least give the new system a chance. When we compare
these results with the 1977 data we find a much larger
percentage of officers believed the controlled OER was "here
to stay" although the controlled OER was eiiminated a little

over a year after Lhe survey.
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QUESTION: IN TODAY'S AIR FORCE ENVIROMENT, THE INFLA-
TION OF OFFICER EVALUATIONS CAN BE BEST MANAGED WITH A CON-
TROLLED QUOTA OF PROMOTION RECOMMENDATIONS.

SCHOOQL,
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0s 18 43 39
ACSC 30 27 43
AWC 29 38 33
ALL 22 a0 38

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 20 42 38
BR1G GENERAL 16 48 35
MAJ GENERAL 27 27 46
LT GENERAL 21 42 37
GENERAL 46 21 33

AERONAUT ICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 27 35 38
NAVIGATOR 16 47 37
NON RATED 21 40 39

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION; IN TODAY'S AIR FORCE ENVIROMENT, THE INFLA-
TION OF GFFICER EVALUATIONS CAN BE MANAGED BEST WITH A CON-
TROLLED DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0S sS4 17 29
ACSC 46 17 37
AWC 63 10 27
ALL 53 16 31

17




These results indicate that there is not a very large
Fercentage of students that currently support a quota system,
Although there are a considerable number of students neutral
on the subject, in every category but one, there are more of-
ficers that disagree than agree with managing inflation with
a quota system. When compared to the 1977 data, it appears
that resistance to a quota has increased. Obviously as expo-
sure to the system increases the neutral responses should de-

Crease.
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TION:

THE EXTREMELY WIGH NUMBER OF OFFICERS THAT

RECEIVED A TOP RATING ON THE OLD OER REQUIRED A NEW EVALUA-

TION SYSTEM.

SCHOOL

AGREE NEUTRAL
sas 63 27
ACSC S6 25
AMC 62 11
ALL 62 23
ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST QER

AGREE NEUTRAL
COLONEL 67 23
BRIG GENERAL 56 30
MAJ GENERAL 61 22
LT GENERAL Sa 23
GENERAL 71 11
AERONAUT | RATING

AGREE NEUTRAL
P1LOT 67 17
NAVIGATOR 59 27
NGON RATED 59 27

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION:
SYSTEM WAS NEEDED.

SCHOOL

sos

ACSC

AWC
ALL

AGREE NEUTRAL
82 3
87 4
87 2
88 3

DI1SAGREE
10
19
27
15

DISAGREE
10
14
17
23
i8

D1SAGREE
16
14
14

WITH APPROXIMATELY 8 OUT OF 10 OFFICERS RE-

CEIVING A TOP RATING UNDER THE OLD SYSTEM, A NEW EVALUATION

DISAGREE
S
9

11
3




These results indicate that there is soiid support for a
new system. In every category and sub-group over 50% of the
studenis felt a new csystem wasg required and in most cases,
less than 20% of the officers disagreed with having a new
sSystem. A comparison to the 1977 study indicates there |is
considerably less support for a new system now than in 19877.
This could indicate that the officer corps was more comfort-
able with the uncontrolled DER system than the corps was with

the old 9-4 system.

20



MENT.

QUESTION:

S0S
ACSC
AWC
ALL

THE PERCENTAGE OF DEFINITELY PROMOTE RATINGS
AVAILABLE AT EACH RANK SHOULD NOT BE INCREASED OR
DEFENDING ON THE LEVEL OF ASSIGNMENT.

AGREE
33
37
38
34

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST QER

COLONEL

BRIG GENERAL
MAJ GENERAL
LT GENERAL
GENERAL

%

AGREE
a1
40
30
a1
32

AERONAUT [CAl, RATING

PILOT
NAVIGATOR
NON RATED

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION:

SCHOQL,

S0S
ACSC
ANC
ALL

%

AGREE
30
26
40

NEUTRAL
45
37
29
41

NEUTRAL
46
43
43
30
25

NEUTRAL
42
43
38

%

DECREASED

DISAGREE
22
26
33
25

DISAGREE
23
17
Z7
28
43

DISAGREE
28
3
21

A SINGLE DISTRIBUTION CURVE SHOULD BE UTI-
LI1ZED THROUGHOUT THE AIR FORCE REGARDLESS OF LEVEL OF ASSIGN-

AGREE
28
27
38
30

21

NEUTRAL
25
23
186
22

DiSAGREE
a7
50
a7
a8




The students geem falrly well distributed on thisg sgub-
ject. In the 1977 sucrvey there was 5S0% of the students who
did not agree with a congstant percentage. At that time,
there was significant controversy over officers on the Air
Staff receiving a three rating. The students who now agree
¢r who are neutral may have been convinced that under the new

0OES a "Promote " rating is really promotable.

22




ESTION: UNDER THE NEW OES, GRADUATE EDUCATION AND
PME ARE LESS IMPORTANT THAN UNDER THE OLD SYSTEM.

sSCcHoOL, i
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE

sos 54 23 23

ACSC 46 23 31

AWC 49 20 3t

ALL 52 22 26

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 53 23 24
BRIG GENERAL 58 21 214
MAJ GENERAL 44 28 28
LT GENERAL 43 22 as
GENERAL 82 4 14
AERQNAUT {CAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT a4 25 31
NAVIGATOR 59 19 22
NON RATED 54 22 24
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: UNDER THE NEW OER SYSTEM, GRADUATE EDUCATION

AND COMPLETION OGF CORRESPONDENCE COURSES (ECI) ARE LESS IM-
PORTANT THAN UNDER THE OLD SYSTEM.

2CHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 28 13 59
ACSC 32 14 49
AWC 44 13 43
ALL 35 13 52

23




Historically, graduate degrees and PME have been per-
ceived ag an important part of an officers record. The re-
cent initiative to down play the importance on advanced de-
grees and PME and focus on job performance has had resulits.
Over 50% of our students belicve that there {s decreased em-

phasis on these areas. When compared to the 1977 study there

is a significant difference {n the perceptions.




MORE

MORE

TION: THE TRULY OUTSTANDING OFFICER IS [IDENTIFIED
EASILY UNDER THE NEW OES.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sas a3 40 17 »
ACSC 29 44 27
AWC 45 30 25
ALL a1 39 20

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL a4 44 12
BRIG GENERAL a4 36 20
MAJ GENERAL az 29 34
LT GENERAL as 37 25
GENERAL as 46 18
AUTIC

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 41 Y 21
NAVIGATOR 33 48 18
NON RATED 485 35 20
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: THE TRULY OUTSTANDING OFFICER 1S IDENTIFIED
EASiLY UNDER THE NEW SYSTEM.
SCHOOL

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0S 71 14 15
ACSC 70 10 20
AWC 72 11 17

ALL 71 12 17




It has been perceived that inflation has made {t diffi-
cult to {identify our outstanding officers but less than half
of the students believe the new OES will! make the identifica-
tion easier. The large percentage of neutral responsesgs indi-
cates a wait and see attitude. The 1977 data indicates that

there was a significant perception that the controlled OER

did make identification easier.
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STION: | AM GENERALLY PLEASED WITH THE NEW OES.

SCHOOL

% AGREE NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0S 49 46 s
ACSC 3a a1 25
AWC 45 as 17
ALL 45 a4 11
ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST GER

% AGREE NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 47 ) a
BRIG GENERAL 55 39 6
MAJ GENERAL 39 42 19
LT GENERAL 38 44 18
GENERAL 54 21 25
AERQNAUT | CAL RATING

% AGREE NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 52 37 11
NAV I GATOR 48 38 16
NON RATED 42 a9 o
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: | AM GENERALLY PLEASED WITH THE NEW SYSTEM.
SCHOOL

% AGREE NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0s 58 12 30
ACSC 43 13 44
AWC 54 5 a1
ALL 52 11 a7

27




These results indicate that 45% of the students like the
new OES and 43% are neutral or willing to give the system a
chance. These figures indicate a receptive attitude. As the
students receive iIncreased experi{ience with the OES the number
of neutral opinjons should decrease. The 1977 data indicates
the students were more opininnated due to their increased ex-
perience with the system. The 1977 students had a sig-

nificantly larger number displeased with the OER

28




QUESTION:
NEV OES AND THE §-2-3 SYSTEM.

SCHOOL

s0s
ACSEC
AWC
ALL

THER 1S VERY LITTLE DIFFERENCE BETWEEN THE

AGREE % NEUTRAL
12 43
34 21
34 16
20 3a

NDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAS R

COLONEL

BR1G GENERAL
MAJ GENERAL
LT GENERAL
GENERAL

%

AGREE % NEUTRAL
12 42
12 35
29 33
a1 21
a2 25

AERONAUT ICAL, _RATING

PILOT
NAVIGATOR
NON RATED

%

AGREE % NEUTRAL
19 30
28 3
19 3a

29

DISAGREE
45
a5
S0
46

D ISAGREE
46
83
36
48
43

% DISAGREE

51
33
a7



This data indicates that there is generally a good per-
ception of the new 0OES and the system is not generally con-
sidered a repliay of old 1-2-3 system. ACSC and AWC had a

significantly large percentage of students associate the O0ES

with the 1-2-3 system..

30




SUMMARY

In most cases, the respondents have indicated a very
healthy attitude towards the new OES. Over 60% of the stu-
dents agreed that a new evaluation system was needed and only
11% of the students indicated that they are not pleased with
the OES although, 44% of the students had a wait and see at-
t{tude. Iin addition, a large number of students are not con-
vinced that {inflation can be best controlled with a quota
svstem. There 1s less support for a quota system now than in
1977, but there is a better overall acceptance of the O0ES.
The next section will analyze how the students perceive the

overal]l fairness of the OES.
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FAIRNESS =

QUESTION: THE OES' CONTROLLED DISTRIBUTION OF PROMOTION
RECOMMENDATIONS [S A FAIR METHOD OF ELIMINATING INFLATION.

SCH
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISACREE
Ss0s 35 46 19
ACSC 29 47 24
AWC 36 36 28
ALL 34 44 22

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OQER

%X AGREE %X NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 38 47 i5
BRIG GENERAL 34 48 17
MAJ GENERAL 25 46 29
LT GENERAL 34 36 30
GENERAL 43 a2 25

AERONAUT ICAL RATING

%X AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 36 43 21
NAVIGATOR 35 a1 24
NON RATED 33 as 22
1977 SURVEY
QUESTIQN:s THE CONTROLLED DISTRIBUTION RATING ASPECT OF
THE NEW OER SYSTEM 1S A FAIR METHOD OF ELIMINATING INFLATED
RATINGS,
SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0S 45 20 3s
ACSC a6 15 a9
AMC 50 13 a7

ALL 43 i8 a1




These results indicate that only two out of ten of the
students do not agree that the OES' controlled distribution
of promotion recommendations is a fair method of eliminating
inflation, but once again, there is a gignificant number of
neutral responses. lt {s interesting to note, that 34% of
the students think it is a fair method, but oanly 22X of the
students agreed that inflation can be best managed with a

quota on promotion recommendations.
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ION1 SENIOR RATERS ARE GENERALLY QUALIFIED TO DE-
CIDE WHO ACTUALLY RECEIVES PROMOTION RECOMMENDATIONS.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 50 3s 15
ACSC 66 20 14
AWC 67 25 8
Al.L 56 3% 13

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL S0 36 14
BRIG GENERAL 60 29 11
MAJ GENERAL 56 26 18
LT GENERAL 60 29 i1
GENERAL 86 7 7

AERONAUT JCAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 62 29 )
NAVIGATOR 56 29 15
NON RATED 53 3 16
1877 SURVEY
QUESTION; REVIEWING OFFICIALS ARE GENERALLY QUALIFIED
TO DECIDE WHO ACTUALLY GETS THE TOP TWO RATINGS.
SCHOOL,
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0S 33 19 48
ACSC 35 19 46
AWC 44 15 41
ALL 36 18 46
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N: SENIOR RATERS (WING COMMANDERS OR EQUIVALENT)
ARE QUALIFI®D TO PROVIDE BELOW-THE-ZONE PROMOT10M RECOMMENDA- S

"TIONS.
SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0S 63 27 10
ACSC 69 18 13
AWC 80 11 )
ALL 68 22 10
END T LEVEL-LA 0
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL s 26 9
BRIG GENERAL 64 24 12
MAJ GENERAL 67 21 12
LT GENERAL 73 15 12
GENERAL uve 11 3
utic G
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 72 20 6
NAV]IGATOR 63 29 8
NON RATED €6 21 13
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The last two questions were utilized to analyze the
students confidence in our Senior Raters and their perception
of the fairness of the decision level being placed at the
Senior Rater lavel. Over half the students believe the that
Senior Raters are qualified to decide who receives the promo-
tion ratings and only 13% disagreed. When we compare these
regults to the 1977 study it indicates that our officer corps
has significantly i{ncreased confidence in the integrity and

qualifications of our Wing Commanders and our senior leaders.
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QUESTION: RATERS AND ADDITIONAL RATERS ARE GzNERALLY
QUALIFIED TO RECOMMEND WHO SHOULD RECEIVE DEFINITELY PROMOTE
RECOMMENDAT I ONS.

ECHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0S 48 38 14
ACSC 59 25 16
AWC 66 23 11
ALL 54 32 14

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OQER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DI1SAGREE
COLONEL 48 38 14
BRIG GENERAL 51 30 10
MAJ GENERAL 54 31 16
LT GENERAL 61 25 14
GENERAL 75 18 7

AERONAUTICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 52 35 13
NAVIGATOR 60 23 17
NON RATED 53 34 13
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: RATING OFF1CIALS ARE GENERALLY QUALIFIED TO
RECOMMEND WHO SHOULD GET THE TOP TWO RATINGS.
SCHOQL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0S 73 12 16
ACSC 77 10 13
AWC 83 8 9
ALL 76 11 13
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These results indicate that the students also have

nificant
our senior

results

dents that

leadership.

have a neutral

confidence in our mid-level

opinion.
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QUESTION: THE FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BETWEEN THE RATEE
AND THE SENIOR RATER IS AN IMPORTANT CONSIDERATIGN UNDER THE

OES. L
SCHOOL.
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 82 12 6
ACSC 81 12 7
AWC 82 13 5
ALL 82 12 6

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OQER

% AGREE %X NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 83 12 S
BRIG GENERAL 79 11 10
MAJ GENERAL ez <] 4
LT GENERAL a1 14 2]
GENERAL 82 11 7

UT NG

% AGREE %X NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT as 11 8
NAVIGATOR 83 12 ]
NON RATED 81 13 6

1977 SURVEY

1 FREQUENCY OF CONTACT BETWEEN THE RATEE AND
REVIEWER IS AN IMPORTANT CONSIDERATION UNDER THE NEW SYSTEM.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
508 92 4 4
AcsC 85 3 2
AWC 90 7 3
ALL 93 4 3
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t OFFICERS VWHO ARE GEOGRAPHICALLY SEPARATED
FROM THEI!R SENIOR RATER ARE IN AN UNFAVORABLE POSITION UNDER
THE NEW OES.

SCHOO

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
508 70 24 6
ACSC 76 19 s
AWC 76 15 9
ALL 72 22 6

ORSE -

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL e7 27 6
BRIG GENERAL 75 20 5
MAJ GENERAL 76 19 6
LT GENERAL 79 16 5
GENERAL 7€ 11 14
AERONAUT ICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 75 19 e
NAVIGATOR 70 17 4
NON RATED 69 24 7
1977 SURVEY
QUESTIQON: OFFICERS WHO ARE GEOGRAPHICALLY SEPARATED

FROM THEiR SENIOR RATER ARE IN AN UNFAVORABLE POSITION UNDER
THE NEW SYSTEM.

SCHaOL,
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0S 76 19 5
ACSC 86 10 4
AWC 8s 9 é
ALL 82 13 -]
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The results of the last two questions indicate that the
major percentage of students see the frequency of contact or
"exposure" is a very {important element of an evaluation. The
"out of sight out of mind" perception is very strong. The
1977 study indicates very little difference overall. This
perception {8 not unique to the OES and would probably be
held regardless of the type of evaluation system, and may ex-
plain why many officers attempt to avoid positions that are

geparated from their rater.
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t OFF DUTY ACTIVITIES (SOCIAL, CIVIC, ETC) WILL S
PLAY A MORE IMPORTANT ROLE IN INFLUENCING THE RATING PROCESS
UNDER THE NEW OES THAN UNDER THE OLD RATING SYSTEM.

SCHOOL,

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0s 15 28 80
ACSC 20 25 55
AWC 23 27 50
ALL 17 25 58

0 T L -

%X AGREE % NEUTRAL X DISAGREE
COLONEL 14 26 80
BRIG GENERAL 18 22 80
MAJ GENERAL 19 25 56
LT GENERAL 26 24 50
GENERAL 7 32 -
AERONAUTICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 15 33 52
NAVIGATOR 23 21 56
NON RATED 18 21 61
$1877 SURVEY
QUESTIQON: OFF DUTY ACTIVITIES (SOCIAL, CIVIC, ETC) WILL

PLAY A MORE IMPORTANT ROLE IN INFLUENCING THE RATING PROCESS
UNDER THE NEW SYSTEM THAN UNDER THE OLD SYSTEM.

SCHOOL,
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
508 43 27 30
ACSC 30 24 A6
AWC 22 28 50
ALL 34 26 40

82




These results indicate that the students believe that
the new OES and the rating process are focused on job perfor-
mance and they believe in the integrity of our Ileaders.
Overall this expresses a good att{tude. This perception 1is
different than the 1977 survey where the students belleved

that off-duty activities had increased importance.
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TION: WHEN THE SENIOR RATER FINALIZES THE PROMOTION
RECOMMENDATION, AFSC (CAREER FIELD) BECOMES A BIAS IN THE NEW

OES.
SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 37 S4 9
ACSC G 41 8
AWC 39 48 13
ALL 39 49 12

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL as 53 9
BRIG GENERAL 2s 60 15
MAJ GENERAL 48 aS 7
LT GENERAL 46 a7 17
GENERAL ag 3e 28
AERONAUT I CAL_ RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 27 53 20
NAVIGATOR a9 47 14
NON RATED 46 46 8

1077 SURVEY

t WHEN THE REVIEWER FINALI2ES THE DISTRIBUTION
OF RATINGS AFSC (CAREER FIELD) BECOMES A BIAS IN THE NEV SYS-

44

TEM.
SCHOOL.
% AGREE NEUTRAL D1S5SAGREE
sas 46 36 i8
ACSC AS 40 15
AWC A2 32 26
ALL 45 37 16




These results indicate that 4 out of 10 students and
over one-half the ACSC students believe that AFSC wil] become
a bias {n the award of promotion recommendations. The
nonrated students' perception that there will be bias far ex-
ceeds that of the pilots. This is not surprising, this per-
ception has been arouad for a long time and is not peculiar
to any evaluation system. There is not a significant differ-
ence when the results are compared to the 1977 study. It is
interesting that only 16% of the nonrated students believe
that the Senior Raters are not qualified to decide who re-
celves promotion recommendations, but 46% believe he will be

bias in the award of promotion recommendations.
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QUESTION: A SENIOR RATER (WING COMMANDER OR EQUIVALENT)
HAS A LARGE NUMBER OF OFFICERS ASSIGNED. THE WORK LOAD OF
PROVIDING PROMOTION RECOMMENDATIONS WILL PRECLUDE THE SENIOR
RATER FROM REVIEWING EACH OFFICER'S RECORD.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0s 34 3 27
ACSC 29 30 a1 .
AWC 20 29 51
ALL 30 36 3a
EVEL-LAST OER
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 33 a1 26
BRIG GENERAL 3s as 29
MAJ GENERAL 26 34 40
LT GENERAL 25 34 a1
GENERAL 25 11 64
uTiC NG
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 3s 33 32
NAVIGATOR 30 36 3a
NON RATED 27 38 as

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION: A REVIEWING OFFICIAL (WING CONMANDER OR
EQUIVALENT) MAY HAVE UP TO A HUNDRED OR MORE OERS TO REVIEW
AT THE END OF A CYCLE. THE WORKLOAD WiLL PRECLUDE THE RE-
VIEWER FROM PERSONALLY REVIEWING EACH OER. .

SCHQOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 6. 12 27
ACSC Y0 12 38
AWC a7 12 A1
ALL 54 12 34
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These regsults indicate that approximately 1 out of 3 of-
ficers believe that the Senior Rater will not have enough

time to review each officers record prior to providing promo-

tion recommendations. This appears to be an education prob-
lem, for even if a Senior Rater has a large number of offic-
ers assigned, he provides promotion recommendations to only

those officers who are in the zone for promotion which s
usually a small number. The 1977 data strcngly supports this
perception. This may have been a fact in 1977, but under the
QES, Senior Raters are required by regulation to review each
officer’s record of performance prlor tc providing promotion

recommendations,
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10N AT UNIT LEVEL, AN ADVISORY BOARD COMPOSED OF
SENIOR OFFICERS SHOULD ASSIST THE SENIOR RATER IN PROVIDING
PROMOTION RECOMMENDATIONS.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0sS 54 29 17
ACSC 46 34 20
AWC §3 25 22
ALL 53 29 18

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST QER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 5% 29 16
BRIG GENERAL S0 28 22
MAJ GENERAL 53 268 19
LT GENERAL §2 29 19
GENERAL 48 32 22
AERONAUTICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT A8 a8 16
NAVIGATOR 67 23 10
NON RATED 53 25 22

1977 SURVEY

N: A SENIOR OFFICER ADVISORY BOARD SHOULD REVIEW
ALL OERS (ACCUMULATED DURING A CYCLE) AND MAKE RECOMMENDA-
TIONS TO THE REVIEWING QFFICIAL,

SCHOOL
%X AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 50 35 15
ACSC 46 33 21
AWC 46 30 24
ALL 48 33 19
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One out of every two students believe Senior Raters
should utilize an advisory board to provide falir treatment in
the allocation of promotion recommendations. This is very

similar to the zttitudas of the students in 1977. This may

indicate that there is a perception that a bocard proncess de-

creases any blas or personality conflicts.
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TION: THE NEW OFFICER PERFORMANCE REPORT AND THE
PROMOTION RECOMMENDATION WILL CARRY A DISPROPORTIONATE WEIGHT
IN ANY SELECTION PROCESS WHEN COMPARED WITH THE OLD OERS.

SCHOOL

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0Ss 26 56 18
ACSC 39 39 22
AWC A9 28 23
ALL 33 A7 20
ENDORSEMEN El-L:A

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 26 658 17
BRIG GENERAL 30 50 20
MAJ GENERAL 33 45 22
LT GENERAL a4 33 23
GENERAL 63 29 18

AERONAUTICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 31 a7 22
NAVIGATOR 29 65 16

NON RATED as 45 20

1977 SURVEY

QUESTIONt  UNTIL A SUBSTANTIAL NUMBER OF NEW OERS HAVE

BEEN ADDED TO EACH OFFICER’'S SELECTION FOLDER, THE NEW OERS
WILL CARRY A DiSPROPORTIONATE WEIGHT IN ANY SELECTION PRO-

CESS.
2CHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 70 18 12
ACSC 77 16 7
AWC 2 10 8
ALL 75 16 9
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The OES formal briefings highlighted the fact that the
new OES will be only one part of an officer’s record and that
the entire record will be used in any selection process. But
overall, it appears that the students have a walit and see at-
ti{itude. In the 1977 survey, 75% of the students agreed that
the new OER would carry a disproportionate weight in any se-

lection process.
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1 A RATEE'S CHANCE OF RECEIVING A DEFINITELY
PROMOTE RECOMMENDATION WILL NOT BE AFFECTED BY GROUP SIZEK.

scHool,
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 13 23 64
ACSC 14 21 66
AWC 23 16 61
ALL 15 21 64
~LA
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 16 24 60
BRIG GENERAL 10 26 es
MAJ GENERAL 12 17 71
LT GENERAL 20 17 63
GENERAL 14 16 68
AERONAUT 1CAL RATING
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 18 22 €0
NAVIGATOR 11 20 60
NON RATED 14 19 a7

1877 SURVEY

1 ONE REVIEWER HAS FIVE OERS THAT MUST BE RE-
VIEWED IN ACCORDANCE WITH THE STANDARD DISTRIBUTION WHILE AN-
OTHER REVIEWER HAS 98. A RATEE'S CHANCE OF RECEIVING A HIGH
RATING WOULD NOT BE AFFECTED BY GROUP SIZE.

$CHOOL
%X AGREL % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0s 15 9 76
ACSC 15 9 76
AWC 16 6 76
ALL 15 o 76
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These results indicate that a large percentage of stu-
dents feel that group s8ize wili affect their ratings. Most of
the students perceive that their chances are better if they
are competing for a large, rather than a samsll number of

definitely promote recommendatlions. The perception was very

similar in 1977.
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! AN OFFICER IS A MEMBER OF A UNIT THATY DUE TO
ITS SMALL SIZE DOES NOT EARN A DEFINITE PROMOTE RECOMMENDA-
T ION, THIS OFFICER MUST COMPETE FOR HIS OR HER PROMOTION
RECOMMENDATION AT THE COMMAND EVALUATION BOARD. THIS IS8 A
FAIR AND EQUITABLE PROCESS FOR THIS OFFICER.

SCHQOL

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0S 10 4C 50
ACSC 14 22 64
AWC 14 29 57
ALL 12 35 53
ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST QER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 11 43 46
BRICGC GENERAL 8 40 S%
MAJ GENERAL 18 19 66
LT GENERAL b ¥) 29 87
GENERAL 14 28 61

AERONAUT |CAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 16 34 50
NAVIGATOR 8 38 53
NON RATED 10 35 56
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: AN OFFICER BEING RATED WORKS 1'0R A REVIEWING

OFFICIAL (I.E. WING COMMANDER) WHO MUST FORWARD RATEE'S OER
TO A HIGHER LEVEL FOR REVIEW. THE OER WILL BE |INCLUDED I[N
THE DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS AT THE HIGHER LEVEL. THIS IS
FAIR AND EQUITABLE FOR THE RATEE.

SCHOOL
%X AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
505 23 27 50
ACSC 21 16 63
AWC 27 20 53
ALL 23 22 55




These results indicate that a very small percentage of
the students feel the command evaluation board for small
units s a fair process. This could also be an education
problem for the students may not realize that their Senior
Rater {3 a member of this board. The perception was similar

in 1977,
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TIVE METHOD TO

UESTION: THE MAJCOM BOARD'S ABILITY TO AWARD ADDI-
TIONAL DEFINI!TELY PROMOTE RECOMMENDATIONS PROVIDES AN EFFEC-

SCHOOL

% AGREE
sas 3t
ACSC 19
AWC 27
ALL 28

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE
COLONEL 33
BRIG GENERAL 33
MAJ GENERAL 23
LT GENERAL 23
GENERAL 18

A NAUTIC RAT ING

% AGREE
PILOT 30
NAVIGATOR 27
NON RATED 27
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NEUTRAL
49
39
35
45

NEUTRAL
51
46
45
33
36

NEUTRAL
46
44
45

ACCOUNT FOR ANY UNFAIR DISTRIBUTION OF TALENT.

DISAGRFE
20
42
38
27

D1SAGREE
i6
21
32
44
46

DISAGREE
24
29
28




These results indicate that there is a perception that

the MAJCOM board is not a fair method to deal with an unfair

distribution of talent. This is particularly the case with
the ACSC students. There is a large population with a wait SRS
and see attitude. This perception may be a result of a |Iim-

ited knowledge of the board process.
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QUESTION: THE CENTRALIZED AFMPC BOARD FOR STUDENTS PCS
TO FORMAL SCHOOL (AWC-ACSC-AFIT) ALLOWS THESE STUDENTS TO
COMPETE FAIRLY FOR PROMOTION RECOMMENDATIONS.

SCHoOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
§0S 20 65 15
ACSC 1% 27 58
AWC 10 26 64
ALL 17 51 32

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 20 66 14
BR1G GENERAL 23 87 20
MAJ GENERAL 15 45 40
LT GENERAL 12 27 61
GENERAL 14 18 68 :

AERONAUT ICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 15 48 36
NAVIGATOR 19 51 30
NON RATED 19 51 30
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These results indicate that the S0S students are fairly
neutral c¢cn the subject but the ACSC and AWC feel very
strongly that this not a fair procedure. This in balance in
opinion may be a result of the S0S students nol meeting a
board while in school. It is interesting that the negative
perception steadily increases as the data is analyzed accord-

ing to the level of OER endorsement.
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QUESTION: AN OFFICER MUST PCS JUST PRIOR TO EITHER HIS
IPZ OR BTZ WINDOW FOR PROMOTION. THIS OFFICER DOES NOT HAVE
AN UNFAIR DISADVANTAGE WHEN COMPETING FOR A PROMOTION RECOM-

MENDAT I ON.
SCHQO
% AGREE % NEUTRAL %
S0S 6 33
ACSC 8 24
AWC 13 26
ALL 8 30

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

%X AGREE % NEUTRAL %
COLONEL 8 33
BRIG GENERAL 5 36
MAJ GENERAL 4 25
LT GENERAL 11 24
GENERAL 18 29

AERONAUTICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL %
PILOT 10 30
NAVIGATOR 5 32
NON RATED 7 30

60

DISAGREE
61
68
61
62

DISAGREE
59
59
71
65
S3

DISAGREE
60
63
63




Although there is a significant number of neutral atti-
tudes, there is a strong perception that a new officer may
not be =able to compete fairly with the "old heads". This
perception is certainly not peculiar tc the OES, but it does

reflect the students’ insecurity about receiving a PCS at the

wrong time.




QUESTION: THE NEW OES ALLOWS AN OFFICER TO RECOVEKR FROM
A HONEST MISTAKE,

SCHOOL,
% AGREE % NEUTRAL %X DISAGREE
sas 30 48 22 =
ACSC 23 49 28
AWC 42 41 17
ALL 31 A7 22

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 32 50 18
BRIG GENERAL 29 A6 25
MAJ GENERAL 26 45 29
LT GENERAL 34 44 22
GENERAL 36 46 18

AERONAUT ICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 30 a7 23
NAVIGATOR 23 a9 28
NON RATED 3a a7 19
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Thegse results indicate a healthy attfitude with almost 1
out of 3 students believing that you can recover from a hon-
est mistake, with another 47% of the students expressing a

walt and 3ee attltude. It {s {mportant that ws have an of-

ficer corps that 19 willing to take some risk in making it a
- better Alr Force and tnese results Indicate # good attitude ”f

with only 22% of the students believing you can not recover .

from a honust mistake.
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SUMMARY

Overall the respondents viewed the UES as a fair systenm
with many of the students expressing a walt and see attitude.
They expressed confidence in the qualification and {Integrity
uf our mid-level and senfor leadership and they appear satis-
tied with the decisfon level where the promotion recommenda-
tiuns are managed. There §s also general acceptance and sup-
jort for the 0ES? focus on job performance. The students
expruessed concern over many areas that are not unique to the
OES but applv to any evaluation system. These areas are:
AFSC biss by the rater, PCS timing, and geographic separation
from the rater. The students do not appear to be convinced

that the MAJCOM Board four small units and the process for ob-

taining additional Definitely Promote rating is in all cases
a Talt process. In addition, the students do not feel that
the: centralized AFMI'C board for PCS5 students fe an absolutely
falr process, But desplte these concerns, ovarall the stu-

dents pxpresused o gooud ot seceptive attitude towards the new

UG, The next section will analyze the tmpact of the new UOES

o Lt offleer cortpu' carcer aspirations,




CAREER ASPIRATIONS

QUESTIQN: THERE 1S NO STIGMA ATTACHED TO AN INDIVIDUAL o
WHO RECEIVES A PROMOTE VERSES AN INDIVIDUAL WHO RECEIVES A
DEFINITELY PROMOTE RECOMMENDATION.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL %X DISAGREE
sS0sS 10 25 65
ACSC 8 19 73
AWC 10 15 75
ALL 10 22 68

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 15 19 86
BRIG GENERAL 9 20 71
MAJ GENERAL 7 24 68
LT GENERAL 11 16 73

GENERAL

AERONAUT ICAL, RATING

%X AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
FILOT 11 27 62
NAVIGATOR 7 18 75
NON RATED 11 16 73

1977 SURVEY

UESTION: THER 1S NO STIGMA ATACHED TO A "3" RATING.

SCHOOL
X AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sas 10 8 82
ACSC 6 s 89
AWC 6 4 80
ALL 8 6 86
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These results indicate that there i{s a significant per-
ception that there i3 stigma assoclated with receiving a pro-
mote recommendation ever though the promotion recommendattion
i3 not a permanent part of an officer's reccrd. This percep-
tion should decrease as promotfon board results prove the
promotabliliity of a "Promote" recommendation, This perception,
althnough not as strong as the stigma associated with a thrae

rating in 1977 §is still signiticant and could influence a in-

dividuals carecr aspirations.
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UESTION: UNDER THE NEW OES, | WOULD NOT OFPPOSE AN AS-
SIGNMENT TO A HIGHLY COMPETITIVE JOB AT A MAJCOM OR HQ AIR -
FORCE. - ~—-

CHQO
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sos 52 34 14
ACSC 59 28 13
AWC 49 33 18
ALL 53 33 14

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 52 35 13
BRIG GENERAL 50 a7 13
MAJ GENERAL SS 26 19
LT GENERAL 52 35 13
GENERAL 57 25 18
A UTICA AT ING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 44 38 18
NAVIGATOR 55 30 is5
NON RATED 57 31 12

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION: UNDER THE NEW SYSTEM, | WOULD NOT OPPOSE AN
ASSIGNMENT TO A HIGHLY COMPETITIVE JOB AT MAJOR AIR COMMAND
OR AIR STAFF LEVEL.

scHooL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
S0S 53 18 28
ACSC 62 15 23
AWC 67 15 13
ALL 59 17 24
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willingness to

students
they can compete

the
of

These results {indicate
accept a chal!lenge and their confidence that
It also indicates their perception

assignments and responsibility.

fairly at any level.
level

the importance of high
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QUESTION: PROMOTICON BOARDS WILL GIVE ADDED WMWEIGHT TO
THE OFFICER PERFORMANCES AND PROMOTION RECOMMENDATIONS RE-
CEIVED BY AN OFFICER WHILE AT HIGHER LEVELS OF ASSIGNMENT AND - ——
RESPONSIBILITY.

SCHOOL
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
S0S 42 46 12
ACSC 60 32 8
ANC S0 32 18
ALL 46 a1 13

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE -
COLONEL 41 48 11
BRIG GENERAL 35 47 18
MAJ GENERAL 64 27 8
LT GENERAL 52 37 11
GENERAL 46 28 25

AERGNAUTICAL RATING

AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
PILOT 46 ¥4 7
NAVIGATOR 52 37 10
NON RATED 45 39 i6
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: PROMOTION BOARDS GIVE ADDED WEIGHT TO THE
OERS RECEIVED BY AN OFFICER WHILE AT HIGHER LEVELS OF ASSIGN- -
MENT AND RESPONSIBILITY. .
sScHOOL
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
S0S 82 14 4
ACSC 80 18 4
AUC 89 10 1
ALL 82 14 4
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This data indicates that the students perceive that the
promotion recommendations received at higher levels of re-
sponsibility receive added weight during promotion board pro-
ceedings. This is a healthy attitude in that it would seem to
encourage individuals to seek positions of increased respon-

sibility.
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QUEST|QN: THE NEW OES HAS HAD A POSITIVE IMPACT ON MY B

CAREER INTENTIONS.

SCHQOL

S0S
ACSC
AWC
ALL

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

AGREE
19

14

% AGREE
COLONEL 18
BRIG GENERAL 22
MAJ GENERAL 9
LT GENERAL 3
GENERAL 11
AERONAUT ICAL RATING

% AGREE
PILOT 12
NAVIGATOR 16
NON RATED 14

% NEUTRAL
63
62
59
62

% NEUTRAL
66
55
62
61
64

%X NEUTRAL
58
€9
63

71

DISAGREE
18
33
6
24

DISAGREE
16
23
29
36
25

D1SAGREE
30
15
23




These results indicate that the 0ES has had IQL}L97 

fect on the officer corps’' career aspirations.
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QUEST 1 ON: IF AN OFFICER DOES NOT RECEIVE A DEFINITELY
PROMOTE RECOMMENDATION IN THE PRIMARY ZONE FOR PROMOTION TO
CAPTAIN, THIS OFFICER SHOULD CONSIDER HIMSELF COMPETITIVE
ENGUGH TO PURSUE THE AIR FORCE AS A CAREER.

SCHOOQL,
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
s0S 37 38 28
ACSC 34 32 34
ANC 34 28 3z
ALL 36 33 31

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
COLONEL 37 35 28
BRIG GENERAL 42 28 30
MAJ GENERAL 28 41 31
LT GENERAL 31 30 39
GENERAL 54 21 25

AERONAUTJCAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 37 30 33
NAVIGATOR 23 37 40
NON RATED 398 34 27
1377 SURVEY
UESTION: IF AN OFFICER HAD NO OER HIGHER OR LOWER THAN

A "3" COMING INTO THE PRIMARY ZONE FOR PROMOTION 70
"CAPTAIN", HE SHOULD CONSIDER HIMSELF COMPETITIVE ENOUGH TO
PURSUE THE AIR FNRCE AS A CAREER.

SCHOOL
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
505 31 19 50
ACSC 21 9 70
AWC 33 10 s7
ALL 28 13 59
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These results indicate a evenly split opinion on the im-
pact of receiving a promote recommendation for promotion to

captain, When compared to the 1377 data it appears that

there is less of a negative perception {dentified with a pro-

mote recommendation than associated with a "3" rating.




TION: MY OPPORTUNITY FOR REACHING PERSONAL GOALS
AND OBJECTIVES IN THE A!R FORCE HAS NOT BEEN AFFECTED BY THE
NEW OES.

SCHQOJ,
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
S0S 45 39 16
ACSC 49 30 21
AVWC S6 27 17
ALL a8 3s 17

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST GER

AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
COLONEL a7 41 12
BR!G GENERAL 49 as 16
MAJ GENERAL 43 34 23
LT GENERAL 48 31 21
GENERAL 61 14 25

AERONAUT ICAL RATING

AGREE NEUTRAL DI1SAGREE
PI1LOT 56 32 12
NAVIGATOR 43 35 22
NON RATED 45 K g 18
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: MY OPPORTUNITY FOR REACHING PERSONAL GOALS

AND OBJECTIVES IN THE AiR FORCE HAS NOT BE!I:N AFFECTED BY THE
NEW SYSTEM.

SCHOOL
AGREE NEUTR.AL D I1SAGREE
S0S 47 24 29
ACSC 43 23 aa
AWC 51 17 32
ALL a6 22 32
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QUESTION:

HANCED BY THE NEW OQES.

SCHQOL

S0s
ACSC
AWC
ALL

AGREE
19

14

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

%
COLONEL
BRIG GENERAL
MAJ GENERAL
LT GENERAL
GENERAL

AGREE
20
16
15
3
7

AERONAUTICAL RATING

%
PILOT
NAVIGATOR
NON RATED

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION:

SCHOOL,

S0S
ACSC
AWC
ALL

AGREE
10
17
16

AGREE
32
18
30
27

MY CHANCES (OF BEING
HANCED BY THE NEW OER SYSTEM.
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NEUTRAL
57
47
57
55

NEUTRAL
56
60
50
56
50

NEUTRAL
59
58
53

PROMOTED HAVE

NEUTRAL
45
A6
37
44

MY CHANCES OF BEING PROMOTED HAVE BEEN EN-

DISAGREE
24
44
40
31

DISAGREE

4
35
41
43

DISAGREE
31
28
3

BEEN EN- *

DISAGREE
23
36
33
29




The results of the last two questions indicates that the

cztudents perceive that the OES has had very little {nfluence

ou their promotability or career aspirations, Certainly this

is a x | attitude and indicates that the new OES has caused

little controversy.




SUMMARY

In summary, the results seem to indicate that the intro-
duction of the new OES has been successful and although a
walt and see attitude ia prevalent, the OES has resuited 1in
little controversy, or negative Impact on the career aspira-
tions of the students. The next section wili analyze the im-

pact of the new 0OES on officer's performance and motivation.




PERFORMANCE AND MOTIVATION

QUEST!ON: AN OFFICER WHO RECEIVED A LONG STRING OF ONE
RATINGS UNDER THE OLD SYSTEM NOW RECEIVES A "PROMOTE"™ RECOM-
MENDATION UNDER THE NEW OES. HIS PERFORMANCE IS APT TO DE-
CLINE BECAUSE OF THIS RECOMMENDATION.

CHOO
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
S0S 18 48 34
ACSC 27 45 28
AWC 18 3s 47
ALL 20 A4S 35
ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER
AGREL NEUTRAL DISAGREE
COLONEL 18 S0 32
BRIG GENERAL 19 40 41
MAJ GENERAL 23 sQ 27
LT GENERAL 22 34 44
GENERAL 2i 43 36
AERONAUT [CAL TiNG
L
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE .
PILOT 16 47 37
NAVIGATOR 26 a7 2?7
NON RATED 20 43 37

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION: AN OFFICER WHO HAD RECEIVED SEVERAL STRAIGHT
"9-4" OFRS UNDER THE OLD SYSTEM NOW RECEIVES A "3" UNDER THE

NEW SYSTEM. BECAUSE OF

THIS RATING,

H1S PERFORMANCE 1S APT TO DECLNE

SCHQOL,
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
sof 41 27 32
AC3C 49 22 29
AWC 56 20 24
ALL 47 24 20
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These results indicate that the students do not perceive
that a "Promote" recommendation would impact a officers par-
formance. The promote recommendation is not perceived in the
negative terms that a "3" was viewed in 1977 when S50% of the

students believed a "3" rating would decrease an officers mo-

tivation,

i




"YES

COME

QUESTION: THE NEW OES CAUSES SUEORDINATES TO BECOME
MEN. "

SCHOOL,
% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREL
S0S 21 44 35
ACSC 24 36 40
ANC 20 28 81
ALL 21 40 39

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DIiSAGREE
COLONEL 18 43 39
BRIG GENERAL 25 a4 31
MAJ GENERAL 23 42 35
LT GENERAL 24 32 44
GENERAL 11 28 61

AERONAUTICAL RATING

% AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
PILOT 20 38 42
NAVIGATOR 27 43 30
NON RATED 20 40 40

1977 SURVEY

QUESTIQN: THE NEW OER SYSTEM CAUSES SUBORDINATES TO BE-
"YES MEN."

SCHOOL,
AGREE % NEUTRAL % DISAGREE
sSas 30 29 41
ACSC 33 28 39
AMC 34 18 48
ALLL 32 26 42
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Almost 80% of the students were neutral or did not agree
that the DES would cause officers to become "yes men." The
perception in 1977 was not significantly different {n that
68% believed that the new OER would not cause officers to be-

come "“wves men,"




SUMMARY

Although the data is relatively limited, the results ap-
pear to indicate that the new OES 1s perceived to have had
little impact on performance and motivation, However, one
out of five students think that an officers performance might
decline after receiving a promote recommendation. The next
section will analyze the OES’ impact on competition and co-

oseration.
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COMPETITION AND COOPERATION

QUESTION: AN OFFICER IS BEING RATED BY ANOTHER OFFICER
OF EQUAL RANK. THE CONTROLLED DISTRIBUTION OF THE PROMOTION .
RECOMMENDATIONS WILL HAVE NO INFLUENCE ON THE RATING.

SCHOOL,
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
S0S 11 41 48
ACSC 13 40 47
AUC 20 35 AS
AL.L 14 38 47

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-~LAST QER

AGREE NMEUTRAL DISAGREE
COLONEL 12 42 46
BRIG GENERAL 15 41 44
MAJ GENERAL 12 37 S1
LT GENERAL 17 37 46
GENERAL 18 29 53

AERONAUT ICAL RATING

AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
PILOT 15 a1 44
NAVIGATOR 11 41 48 ’
NON RATED 12 38 50

1977 SURVEY

: AN OFFICER IS BEING RATED BY ANOTHER OFF|CER ‘
OF EQUAL RANK. THE CONTROILED DISTRIBUTION ASPECT OF THE NEW
OER SYSTEM WILL HAVE NO EFFECT ON THE RATING.

SCHOQL
) AGRFE NEUTRAL DISAGCREE
sS0S 10 14 76
ACSC 16 i6 66
AWC 12 18 70

ALL 13 16 71




Almost one-half of the officers perceive that the compe-
tition between officers will influence their rating if rated
by an officer of equal rank. This perception was even more
prevalent during the 1977 time frame. This perception could
be caused by a lack of knowledge by the students. In most
cases, under the QES cfflicers compete for promotion recom-
mendations with only officers in their specific year group.

It would be very unusual for an officer to be rated by an of-

ficer who is in the same year group.




QUESTION: UNDER THE NEW OES, COMPETITION FOR A GIVEN
QUOTA GOF PROMOTION RECOMMENDATIONS 1S A FACT. THIS CONM-
PETITIVE ENVIROMENT 1S NOT SO INTENSE AS T3 CHALLENGE THE BA-
SIC INTEGRITY OF THE OFFICER CORPS.

SCHOOL.
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
SGS 34 47 19
ACSC 41 34 25
AWC 56 29 15
ALL A0 41 19

ENDORSEMENT LEVI'LL-LAST OER

AGREE NEUTRAL D1SAGREE
COLONEL 37 S 18
BRIG GENERAL 36 49 15
MAJ GENERAL 3s a2 23
LT GENERAL a7 33 22
GENERAL 64 25 11
AERONAUT[CAL RATING

AGREE NEUTRAL D1SAGREE

PILOT 45 41 14
NAVIGATOR a7 41 21
NON RATED 38 42 20
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: UNDER THE NEW OER SYSTEM, COMPETITION FOR A

GIVEN QUOTA OF TOP BLOCK RATINGS 1S A FACT. THIS INHERENT
COMPETITIVE ENVIRONMENT 1S NOT S0 INTENSE AS TO CHALLENGE THE
BASIC INTEGRITY OF THE OFFICER CORPS.

SCHQOL
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
s0s 40 20 39
ACSC 43 20 37
AWC 51 17 32
ALL 43 z0 a7
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These results reflect a good attitude towards the integ-
rity of the officer corps and the impact of the quota system.
During the 1977 time frame nearly twice the number of stu-

dents believed that the competition challenged the {integrity

of the officer corps.




QUESTION: THE CONTROLLED DISTRIBUTION OF PROMOTION REC-
OMMENDATIONS N THE NEW OES WILL HAVE AN UNFAVORABLE EFFECT
ON PEER GROUP COOPERATION.

SCHOOL
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
S0S 23 S1 26
ACSC 39 32 29
AWC 31 31 38
ALL 27 A4 29

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
COLONEL 22 50 28
BRIG GENERAL 26 51 23
MAJ GENERAL 30 37 33
LT GENERAL 33 36 31
GENERAL 36 28 36
A UTJIC R G
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
PILOT 24 39 37
NAVIGATOR a1 37 32
NON RATED 28 48 24

1977 SURVEY

QUESTION: THE CONTROLLED DISTRIBUTION OF RATINGS HAS AN
UNFAVORABLE EFFECT UPON PEER GROUP COOPERATION.

SCHQOL
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
S0S 51 20 20
ACSC 61 20 19
AWC 63 18 19
ALL 57 20 23
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These results indicate a wait and see attitude on the s
affect of competition aon peer group cooperation. In 1877
nearly twice the number of students though there was an unfa- 7 R

vorable {mpact on peer group cooperation.
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QUESTION: COMPETITION AMONG PEERS WILL BE MORE PERSONAL
AND INTENSE UNDER THE NEW GES.

SCHOQOL
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
s0sS 38 A2 20
ACSC 45 27 28
AWC 47 25 28
ALL 41 36 23

ENDORSEMENT LEVEL-LAST OER

AGREE NEUTRAL DI1SAGREE
COL.ONEL 36 41 23
BRIG GENERAL a8 40 21 i
MAJ GENERAL 48 30 22 '
LT GENERAL 44 29 27
GENERAL 50 29 21

AERONAUTICA AT ING

AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
PILOT 35 34 31
NAVIGATOR 39 44 17
NON RATED 45 34 21
1977 SURVEY
QUESTION: COMPETITION AMONG PEERS [S MORE PERSONAL AND
INTENSE (CUT THROAT) UNDER THE NEW SYSTEM.
SCHOOQL
AGREE NEUTRAL DISAGREE
S0s 80 1?7 23
ACSC G4 20 16
AWC 64 13 23
ALL 62 18 20
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A significant number of students do feel that the compe-
tition will be more intense under the new OES,. This percep-

tion is significantly less than in 1877 when 62% of the stu-

dents had this perception.




SUMMARY
Overall the results indicate not only a good attitude,
but a better acceptance of the 0OES and its quota system now
than {in 1977, Only a very small percentage currently feel

that the competition will challenge the {ntegrity of the of-

ficer corps or have a significant impact on cooperation.




CHAPTER V

WRITTEN CUMMENTS

There were a total of 153 written commentis submitted by
the respondents. An analysis of the written comments {ndi-
cate that the students like the focus on job performance and
the requirement to provide feedback to our junior officers.
They also expressed confldence in the Senior Rater’s ability
to award promotion recommendations. But they did indicate
significant concern over the falrnmess of the centralized MPC
Board for PCS students. They indicated that they perceived
that their chances for a below-the-zcne promotion during
their years at AWC and ACSC had been significantly reduced.
They also indicated that they felt while attending resident
PME their chances of recelving a "Definite Promote"™ while in
Lthe primary zone for promotion was also decreased due to the

quality of officers they are required to compete with for

their promotion recommendation. This perception may not have

been as prevalent {f the survey was not restricted to PME

students.



CHAPTER VI

CONCLUSIONS/RECOMMENDAT 1 ONS

As stztcd earller, tv.¢ slignificance of an wevaiuation

system cannot be under estimated for it is a key factor in

motivation, promotion, assignments, reduction in force and
ultimately mission accomplishment, The intrcduction and ac-
ceptance 0l Lihg new O3 has & veiy imporiant impact on the

attitudes and morale of the officer corps.

The resulits of this study indicates that aver 60% of the
cfficers agreed that we needed a new evaluation system and
only 11%  of the respondents indicated that they are not
pleased with the OES. A targe number of officers have
expressed a "wait and see” or neutral opinion. This ex-
presseyg a receptive attitude and indicates that the Air Force
ras been successful in the formulation and iIntroduction of
the new OES.

The students also indicated that they view the new OES
as a falir system and expressed confidence in the qualifica-
tions and integrity of our senior leaders and they are satis-

fied with the decision level where promotion recommendations

are managed. The survey results also indicate that the new
G5 has had very little impact on the career aspirations or
motivation of the respondents. And although they are not

convinced that a quota system is the best method o1 managing
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inflation, they peiceive that the new OES will have little
impact on competition and cooperation among the officer
corps.

The students did express concern over many areas that
are not unique to the OES but apply to any evaluation system.
These areas are AFS5C bias by the senior rater, PCS timing,
and geographic separation between the ratee and the rater,
In addition, the ztudents d4id express concern over some areas
that are unique to the OtS. The students are not convinced
Ttnat tne MACCUIl Dudald 15 lnecessal ily a 1&is piocess. This
may be a result of a tack of understanding of the process and
could be eliminated by education. The officers may not real-
i2¢ that their senior rater is a member of tnis board and
wiil personally represent the individuals interest.

The only areas of significant concern that the students
have ddentified 1is their concern over the falirness of the
ArHHPC centralized board for students in PCS status (AVWC,
ACSC, and AFIT). Obviously this concern reflecte on the cur-
rent status of the respondents and may not have sgurfaced {f a
different population of the Air Force was surveyed.

The first area of concern was over the fairress of the
process for obtaining promotion recommendations for offlicers
in PCS student status and in the primary zone for promotion.

Currently, the students selected to attend AWC and ACSC are

ranked in the top percentages of thelr year group. At the

cenitralized board for PCS students at MPC, these officers




compete as a group for the same percentages of promotion rec-
ommendations that {is applied to the rest of the Afir Force.
Obviously, the competition for promotion recommendations
is keener at this board than an officer would face at a wing
level posgsition. Thisa {8 a misperception by the students, for
this increased competition does not impact the promotability
of these officers. bacause of the promotability of a "Pro-
mote'" recommendation. Overall this i3 a perception is not
founded on a valil problem and could be cleared by increased

education.

“he gtudents other area of concern, which appears to be
vaiid, is their discomfort with the fairness of the proceas
for PCS students to obtain their below-the-zone promotion
recommendation. The students at AWC and ACS5C have ahove av-
erage performance records and are at the top of their year
groups. The centralized AFMPC board requires the students to

compete as a group for below-the-zone promotion recommenda-

tions. Obviously the competition in this environment is sig-
nificantly greater than officer would face in other
environments in the Air Force. Thig increased competition

reduces the students opportunity to have his record reviewed
at the centralized prometion boarad.

In gummary, the OES has been successfully introduced and
there 1{s @2 very receptive attitude and it has c¢aused very

l{ttle contrcversy among the officer corps. In almogst every
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category, the attitudes and perceptions of the students indi -
cate a much better acceptance of the DES than existed in 1977

with the controlled QER.

RECOMMENDAT I ON
AFMPC continue their current OES educatien program and
that they esgtablish procedures that place the responsibility

for managing below-the-zone promotion recommendations for PCS

students with the student's previous MAJCOM.




APPENDIX A
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QUESTIONNAIRE

OFFiCER EVALUATION SYSTENM
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INSTRUCTIONS
1. You should need about 25 ainutes to complaete the Questionnaire
and prepare your written comments.

2. Once completed, please seal both the questionnaire and answer .
sheet {n the pre-addreased return envelcpe and place in
distribution,

3. The answer sheet is designed for machine scanning of your re-
sponse so please use a number 2 pse {  and observe the following
requirements:

Do not enter your name or Ss/

Make heavy black markg that fi1i)] (he spaces.

Erase clearly any answer you wish to change.

Make no stray markings on the answer sheet.

Do not staple, tear, or fold the answer sheet.

Thank yocu for your cooperation.
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PART | OFFICER EVALUATION SYSTEM (OQES)

Using the scale below, indicate how much you agree of disagree
with each of the fcllowing statements.

AGREE~------=--=-=--=-~ NEUTRAL-----=-==--=-=~-~ DISAGREE
A B C

1. The new OES is here to stay.

2. The OES's controlied distribution of promotion recommendations
13 a fair method of eliminating inflation.

3. There ig no stigma attached to an individual who recefves a
"Promote" verses an individual who recefves a "Definitely Promote”
recoamendation.

4, Senifor raters (VWing Commanders or equivalent) are qualified to
provide below-the-zone promotion recommendations.

S. The new OES has had a positive impact on my career i{ntentions.

6. There {s very little difference between the new OES and the
oid "1-2-3" system.

. The MAJCOM Bpard’s 2bility to award pdditional "Definitely
Fromote" recommendations provides an effective method to account
for any unfair distribution of talent.

8. The centralized AFMPC board for students "PCS to a formal
£Cciiool”™ (AWC-ACSC-AFIT) allows these students to compete fairly
for promotion recommendations.

a. The new OES allows an officer to recover from a honest mis-
take.

10. The truly outastanding officer is fdentified moro easily under
the new QES.

i1, The controlled distribution of promotion recommendations in
the new OES will have an unfavorable effect on peer group
cooperation.

12. Competition among pesrs will be more personal and intense un-
der the new OES.

MCT The new OES will cause subordinates to become "yes wmen."

14, 1f an offlicer does not receive & "Definitely Promote”™ recom-
mendation in the primary zone for promotion to captain, this of-
ticer should consider himself competitiva enough to pursue the Air
Force as a caraer.
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AGREE -~ ~=--=----- NEUTRAL---------~-- D1 SAGREE
A B c

15. My chances of being promoted have been enhanced by the new
CES.

16 The percentage of "Definftely Promote” ratings availlable at
csach raznk should not be increased or decreased depending on the
level of assignment.

17. The frequency of contact between the ratee and the senjor
rater is an important consideration under the OES.

18. O0Off-duty activities (social, civic, etc.) wil! play a more
fmportant role in influencing the rating process under the now GES
than under the old rating system.

e M Nl dm - L3 N .~
-~ [ R R - DR

recommendations is a fact. This competitive environment !s so in-
tenge as to challenge the basic integrity of the officer corps.

0CS, ~omnatitian far a cgiuen aunta of promotion

20. An officer who had received a long string of one ratings
under the old OER system now recelives a "Promote™ recommendation
under the new OES. His pe - ormance {3 apt to decline because of
this recommendation.

21, An officer is being rated by arother officer of equal rank.
The controlled distribution of the promotion recommendations will
have no {influence on the rating.

22. My opportunity for reaching personal goals and objectives in
the Af{r Force has not teen affected by the new OES.

23. Promotion boards wiil give added weight to the Officear
Performance Reports and Promotion Recommendations received by an
officer while at higher levels of assignment and responsibility.

24, Under the new 0OES, |1 would not oppose an assignment to a
highly competitive job at a MAJCOM cr HQ Air Force.

22S. The extremely high number of officers that received a top
rat{ing on the cid OER required a naw evaluation system.

26. Under the new OES, greduate education and PME are less
important thar under the old system.

27. ] am generally pleased with the new O0OES.

z28. Officers who are geographically separeted from their senior
rater are Iin an unfavorable position under the new OES.




AGREE-~=~==--=====~~+~ NEUTRAL--=---====~--=~-=-- DISAGREE
A B c

29, At unit leve., an advisory bhoard compaosed of senior officers
shou!d assist the senior rater in providing promotion
recommendatlions.

30. When the senior rater finalizes the promotion
recommendationg, AFSC (career fleld) becomes a bias in the new
OES.

Y. A ratee'’s chance of receiving a "Definitely Promote"
recommendetion will not be affected by group size.

32. An offlcer i{s a member of a unit that due to its small size
does not earn a "Definitely Promote® recommendation. This officer
must compete for his cr her promotion recommendation at the
command evaluation board. This {s a fair and equitable process

four this officer.

33. In today’s Alr Force environment, the inflation of officer
evaluations can he best managed with a&a controlled quota of
promotion recommendations.

24, Senior raters are generally qualified to decide who actually
receives promotion recommendaticns.

35. Raters and additional raters are generally qualified to rec-
ommend who should receive "Definitely Promote™ recoamendations.

36. A senjor rater (Wing Commander or equivalent) has a large
number of officers asgigned. The work load of providing promotion
recommendations will preclude the senior rater from reviewing each
ofticer*s record.

d7. The new Officer Performance Reports and the Promotficn Recom-
mendations will carry a disproportionate weight in any
gelection process when ccmpared to the old OERS.

S8, An officer must PCS jusmy prior to efther his IPZ or BPZ win-
ow for promotion. Thia ctfizer does not have an untsair disadvan-
tage when competing for a promotion recommendation.
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PART 11 GENERAL INFORMATION

39. Current rank. ) T SRR .
a. Lt
b. Capt
c. Haj
d. Lt Col -
e. Col T

40. Years in current grade.
a. | or less
bo 2 »
c. 3
d. 4
e. S5 or greater

41 . Tots!l Active Federal Service Commission Date (TAFSCD).
a. 1983-1987
b. 1978-1982
c. 1973-1977
d. 1968-1972
e. 18967 or earlier

42, Aeronautical rating.
a. Pilot
b. Navigator
c. Non-Rated

43, Highest level of assignment held.
a. SQ *
b. Wg .
c. NAF or Intermediate Hq :
d. MAJCOM ;N
e. Hq USAF or higher

44, Most recent OER closeout level.
a. Col

b. Brig Gen
c. Maj Gen

d. Lt Gen v
e, Gen
45, Years experience as a rating or reviewing official! on OERs. -
. 0-2
b, 3-4
c. 5-6
d, 7-8
e. 9 or greater

46. Your estimate of your leve! of knowledge of the new OES.
a, Very detailed
b. Detailed
c. General
d. Uninformed
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47.

Your primary source of {n
Formal briefings
News articles

Training claasses

a.
b.
c.

formation on the OES.
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PART 1!l WRITTEN COMMENTS ==

We are interested in any comments or suggestions you have
concerning the new Officer Evaluation System (OES). In addition

to your general comments, request you list the twoc things you like B
best and least about the OES, S S

COMMENTS: .
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